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ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 

New Delhi, the 10th October, 2000 

O.N. 184.—In pursuance of Section lOb of the Represen¬ 
tation of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 19511 the Election 
Commission hereby publishes the judgemen'/order dated 
18th August. 2000 of the Gauhati High Court in Petition 
No. 1 of 1999. 


THE GAUHATI HIGH COURT 

(High Court of Assam, Nagaland, Meghah.ya, Manipur, 
Tripura, Mizoram & Arunachal Pradeshl 

ELECTION PETITION NO. 1 OF 1999 
AND 

CIVIL MISC. CASE NO. 28 OF 2K 

Shii Ram Prasad Sarma, 

son of late Hari Narayan Sarma, 

res dent of BK Kakati Road, 

Ulcbari, Guwahati-781 007. Petitioner 

Versus 

1. Sri Mani Kumar Subba, 
resident of Harmoti, PO Harmoti 
District-Lakhimpur, Assam 

(Applicant in Civil Misc. Case No. 2S/2K1 

2. The Deputy Commissioner/ 

Returning Officer, Sonitpur, 

District, Tezpur, Assam 

3. The Chief Electoral CMfiwr, 

Assam. Dispur, Guwahati, Assam 


I Deleted vide Court’s order 
^ f dated 9-5-2K 
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7. Dr. Kokheswar Bora, 
resident of Cbariali Town 
PO Chariali, Oistrict-Sonitpur, 

Assam. 

8 . Sri Kul Bahadur Chhetri, 
resident of Margherita, 

District'Tinsukia, Assam, 

9. Sri Vivek Das, 
resident of Kuhiarabari, 

PO Aragaon. District-Sonitpur, 

Assam. 

10. Sri Mohibullab, 

RG Baiua Road, Guwaliati-781 024. 

Assam. 

11. Sri AIkIuI Khyer, 

Nij Biswanath, Biswanathghat, 

District-Sonitpur. Assam. 

12. Shri nman Tanti, 
resident of Hath T.E., 

PO Hath, Khumtai, District-Golaghat, 

Assam. 

13. Sri Kanak Khouud, 
resident of Rupeknagar, 

PO TezpiiT, District-Sonitpur. 

14. Sri Sayed Hussain Ali Siah, 
resident of Ward No. 6, 

Dhekiajuli, District-Sonitpur. 

15. Sri Nur Zaman Ahmed, 
resident of Kalakuchi, 

District-Sonitpur, Assam. 

16. Sri Puma Narayan Sinha, 
resident of Ward No. 12, 

Tezpur, Sonitpur, Assam. 

17. Sri Joseph Kundulna. 

Likapriya Gopinath Bordoloi, 

Mental Ashram, Tezpur, 

District-Sonitpur, Assam. 

IS. Smt. Helena Muraur, 

Ward No. 2, Narabari Colony. 

Guwahati. , . Respondents 

PRESENT : 

The Honblc Mr. JusJice A, K. Patnaik. 

For the petitioner : Mr. B. K. Das, Senior counsel, 
Mr. P. K. Roy Choudhary. M.s. R. B. Deb, Mr. B.K. 
Kar, Advocates. 

For the Respondent No, 1 : Mr. N. Dutta, Senior 
counsel, Mr. P. Upaefhayaya, Mr. H. B. Sarma, 
Ms. Barnali Bhuyan, Advocates. 

Date of hearing ; 2<!l-6-2K 

Date of Judgment : 18-8-2K 

JUDGMENT AND ORDER 

The petitioner in Election Petition No. 1 of 1999 was 
a candidate for No. 9-Tezpur Parliamentary Constituency in 
the elections held in September-October, 1999. In the 
said election, the respondent No. 1 was declared 
elected on 7-10-1999, from the said Parliamentary 
Constituency. The petitioner has alleged in the Election 
Petition that the respondent No. 1. his agents and his people 
have resorted to large-scale rigging and hooch capturing in 
different polling stations and have therefore adopted corrupt 
practice in the aforesaid election. Prayers have been made 
in the Election Petition to declare the election of the respon¬ 
dent No. 1 to be void, and to declare the petitioner to have 
been duly elected. A prayer has also been made in the 
Election Petition for re-counting of voles. On 4-2-2K 
notices were issued to the respondents. After receiving 
notice, the respondent No 1 has filed Misc. Case No. 28 
of 2K with a prayer to dismiss the Election Petition under 
section 86 of the Representation of People Act, 1951, ffor 
short. “RP Act, 1951”). The said Misc. case was heard on 


2. At the hearing of the Misc. case, Mr. N. Dutta, learned 
senior counsel appearing for the respondent No. 1, submit¬ 
ted that section S6(l) of the RP Act, 1951, provided that*- 
the High Court shall dismiss an election petition which does 
not comply with the provisions of section 81 or section 82 
or section 117 of the said Act, 1951. Section 81(1) of the 
RP Act, 1951, provided that an election petition has to be 
filed within forty-five days from the date of election of the 
returned candidate. In the instant case, the date of election 
of the respondent No. 1 was 7-10'-1999 and forty-five days 
from the date of said election expired on 21-11-1999, but 
copy of the election petition served on the respondent No. 1 
shows th.’t the, verification was signed by the petitioner on 
28-11-1999. Accoiding to Mr. Dutta, therefore, the elec¬ 
tion petition does not comply with the provisions of section 
81(1) of the RP Act, 1951 and is liable to be dismissed under 
section 86 of the said Act, 1951. It was next submitted by 
Mr. Dutta that section 82 of the RP Act, 1951, provided 
that the petitioner shall join as respondents to the election 
peliiion .41 the contesting candidates other than the petitioner 
where he claims a further declaration that he himself or any*- 
oher candidate has been duly elected. One of the contesting 
candidates in the election petition to the No. 9-Tezpur 
Parliamentary Constituency held in September-October, 1999 
was Sri Abul Khayer. but said Sri Abul Khayer has not 
been made a respondent to the election petition and in his 
place one Sri Abdul Khyer has been impleaded as respon¬ 
dent No. 11. In this context, he argued that on account of 
.suclv wrong description of the contesting candidate. Abdul 
Khayer. notice on respondent No. 11 has not been served 
as yet though sent by Registered post with AiD. According 
to Mr. Ptitta, therefore, there is non-compliance with the 
provisions of section 82 of the RP Act, 1951 and the elec¬ 
tion petitio'■ liable to be dismissed under section 86 of the 

said Act, 193 Finally. Mr. Dutta. learned counsel appear¬ 
ing for the re , 'dent No. 1, submitted that on a reading 
of the election p.iition, it would be clear that the petitioner 
hfs alleged corrupt pract'ce on the part of ’•espondent No. I 
and on this ground has prayed for a declaration that the * 
election of respondent No. 1 is void and 'n support of the 
said allecation of eormpt practice has filed an affidavit 
.sworn before the Commissioner of Oath. But the endorse¬ 
ments made bv the Commissioner of Oath have not been 
copied out in the copy of the affidavit served along with the 
copy of the election petition on the respondent No. 1. Mr. 
Dutta argued that «nder section Blf3) of the RP Act. 1951, 
every election petition Is to be accompanied bv as many 
copies thereof as there are respondents mentioned in the 
petition and every such copy has to he attested by the peti¬ 
tioner under his own signature to be a true copy of the 
petition. In the present case, the copy of the election peti¬ 
tion alone with the affidavit which has bc'n filed for the 
nurpo'e of respondent No. 1 under section 81(3) in so far as 
it does not contain the endorsements of the Commissioner of 
Oath, >s rot a true cony of the election petition Hence, sec¬ 
tion RUtt of the RE Act. tP51. has not been complied with 
and the election petition is liable to be dismissed under 
section 86 of the Said Act. 1951. In support of this conten¬ 
tion. Mr, Dutta relied on the decisions of the Supreme Court 
in DR SHTPRA (SMT.l Vs SHANTT I AE KHOTWAL. 
(1996) 5 see 181. HARCHARAN STNGH TOSHI Vs HARI 
KTSHAN. (1997) 10 STX^ ?94 T\T TAf'Oo Vs P Pf'nlese. 
(1998) 2 see 31, apd TM JACOB Vs, C. POULOSE, (1999) 

4 see 272. 


3, In reply, Mr. B. K. Das, learned senior counsel appear¬ 
ing for the election petitioner submitted that the 
Misc. c^se petition should no! he entertained hv this court as 
the same has not been signed by the respondent No. 1. He 
contended that the respondent No. 1 has not put his name in 
the Misc. Case petition and has only made a mark which 
(t-ies ne( .'uftiVate iv's name. Such a mark mtl-' in the Misc, 
Case petition, according to Mr. D-is. cann-^t h- held to be 
the signature of the resnoudent No I, Mr, Das cited a deri¬ 
sion of the Supreme Court in HTNDTISTAN PONSTRIip- 
TTON CO Vs. UNION OP INDIA. A’R 1967 SC 526, for 
his submission that to write one’s name is sitmarure, Mr. 
Das fu-ther submitted that assuming that the Misc Case peti¬ 
tion c.nn he entertained by the court this i- not a case in 
which the election petition is liable to he dismissed under 
secon 86 of the RP .Act, 1951. He poi-eted out that the 
election petition has been filed on 20-11-1999 wihin forty-five 
days of the date of election of the respondent No. 1 on 
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7-1U-1999 and, therefore, there is compliance with the pro¬ 
visions of sccuon Siti) of the RP Act, iyil. The fact tnat 
ia the copy ot me election petiuon served on respondent No. 
1, the vciilieation appears to have been si.qued on 28-11-1999 
insiead oi 20-ll-19y9 cannot he a giound lor aismissai or 
the election petition. Mr. Das cited a decision of tire Supreme 
Court in KP MOIDUITY Vs. PP KUNJU MOHAMMAD, 
fzUuUi 1 hv c. 4»1, tor his suhmi sio.i lliaL a di-iect m the 
verificatiO’n is curable and not fatal to the election petition. 
Rtgaiding the contention ol Mr. Dutta, learned counsel for 
the respondent No. 1, that Abui Khayer, a contesting candi¬ 
date, has not been impleaded as a respondeat to the election 
petition, he submitted that in fact Abul Khayer has been 
impleaded as respondent No. 11, but Ins name has been 
incorrectly spelt in the election petition. Thus, there is com¬ 
pliance with the provisions of section 82 of the RP Act, 1951, 
m as much as all the contesting candidates including Abul 
Khayer have been impleaded as resixiadents in the eleclicu 
petition. In reply to the contention of Mr. Dutta that the 
endorsements made by he Commissioner of Oath in the origi¬ 
nal election petition have not been copied out in the copy of 
the election petition served on respondent No. 1, Mr. Das 
submitted that an affidavit in which the said endorsements 
have been made by t.ie Commissioner ot Oath is only requi¬ 
red in support of the allegations of corrupt practice made in 
an elcLi-on petit.on, but the main thnist in the present election 
peti'ion is wuh repaid to rc-counling ol votes and not with 
regard to conupt practice. According to Mr. Das, therefore, 
the election petition cannot be dismissed nnder section 86 of 
the RP Ac!, 1951, at the, Ihreshcld for non-compliance with 
the provisions of section 81(3) of the said Act, 1951, and the 
election petition should be tried after the respondents file their 
written statements. 

4. In view of he afoiesaid contentions raised by the learned 
counsel for the parties, the first question that needs to be 
decided is whether the Misc. Case petition for dismissing the 
election petition should be rejected on the ground that the 
Misc. Case petii.on n.is not been sign'd by the lespondent 
No. 1. This question is relevant because under Order 6, 
rule 14 of the Code of Civil Procedure, 1908, evety pleading 
is to be signed by the party and his pleader (if any). The 
proviso to O.ded 6 rule 14, however, st- les that where a 
party pleading is, by reason of absence or for other good 
cause, unable to sign the pleading, it may be signed by any 
person du’y authorised by him to sign the same or to sue or 
defend cn his behalf. In HINDUSTAN CONSTRUCTION 
CO Vs. UNION OF INDIA, (supra), cited by Mr. Das, 
learned counsel for the election petitioner, th; Supreme Court 
had the occasion to consider the ineantng of the word “sign”, 
and in paiagrph-6 of the sa d judgraeot as reported sn AIR 
1967 SC 526, held : 

“This brings us to the meaning of the word ‘sign’ as 
used in the expression ‘signed copy’. In Webster's 
New World Dictionary the Wvtrd sign’ means 'to 
write one’s name on, as in acknowledging author- 
•ship, authorising .act on, etc, fo write one’s name 
is signature. Section 3(56) of the General Clauses 
Act No. 10 of 1897, has not defined the word ‘sign’ 
but has extended its meaning w th reference to a 
person who is unable to write bis name to is’clude 
‘mark’ with its grammatical variations and cognate 
expressions. This provision indic.ates that si.gning 
means vvri*!n'i nn’’s nam- on some do-nment or 
paper. In Mohesh Lai Vs. Busunt Kumarce, (1881) 
ILR 6 Cal. 340, a question arose as to what ‘signa¬ 
ture’ meant in connection with S 20 of the Limita¬ 
tion Act, No. IX of 1871. It was observed that 
‘where a party to a contract sia"s his name in any 
part of it in such a way as to acknovdedee that he 
is the parfv contracting that is asufficient signature’. 

It vva- fu'rber oh"” v’d T'^fat the de>ciimrnr mnsr be 
signed in such a way as to make it appear that the 
person signing it is the author of it. and if that 
appears it does not matter what the form of the 
instr-ment is. or in what part of it the signature 
occurs.” 

Tn the rforesp'd huii.r.en'. 'L-;t*fore the Supreme 
Court has held that all that the signature must show 
is that the tterson signiiu? is the author of if. On 
the 6 r?t page of the Misc. Case petition, it appears 


inai just txilow die purpoited signasure of the 
i,.apuiJuciiL ISO. 1 , luc iiajuc Oi me lesponcient 
ivv-. i iiuj suicu. flic verdietiuou appcuupd to 
iViisc. pwuauu diso uiaicatcs luai me responaeut 
iso. 1 Has tiiiuscii signed me vertUcauou. Tue afore¬ 
said puipoiveu siguatui^.3 on lUe first page ot the 
>iuse. dasc peuLiou and .iu life foot ot me venhea- 
iiuu appeou,.d to Lite iVfisc. Case petiuou tally with 
tue Sigiia.uie ui uic lespuiiueiit iso. r m die Vakalat- 
iiama uivd Ui Cieeiiou Teiuion No. I ot 1999. The 
fe.'.pdUdwUL t\o. 1 IS, meiLToie, the aumor ot the pur- 
puiied siguaiuie ou me Misc. Case peiitxon. and it is 
uuueuit to accept me coulcniion ot Mr. Das, learn¬ 
ed euuusei lor die elec don. pcUUoner, that the res¬ 
pondent i\o. 1 has not signed the Mjsc. Case petl- 
iion. file Misc. Case petthori for dismissal of the 
election pc.ition under section of the RP Act, 

i 95 i on inc ground that it does not comply with the 
pto visions of sections 81 and 82 of the said Ac^ 
x95l, cannot be rejected on the ground that it hAs 
not been signed by the respondem No. 1. 

5. The next question to be deiaded is whether the 
election petiuon is hable to be dismissed under sectida 
80 ( 1 ) of me kP Act, 1931 on the ground that it 
av.c.v not comply with section 81(1) ot the said. Act, 
190i. the said secdon 81(1) provides that an elec- 
Uoffj peuiiou has to be presented within forty-five 
days iioni the date of election of the returned candi- 
daic. ill the ms.ant case, the returned candidate V'sis 
ciecied on 7-10-1999 and the election petition has 
been picsenud in ihis court on 20-11-1999 as would 
appear uom the date of hJing stamped on the first 
page ot the election petition. The affidavit and the 
veinicar.iou appended to tile election petition have 
<iiso been signed by the election petitioner on 20 th 
November, 1999. Hence ,the election petition has 
been presented wiihin forty-five days from the date 
ot eleetton ol the relumed candidate and the provi- 
s.ojs of seciion 81(1) of the RP Act, 1951 have 
bven comphed with. It however appears frmn the coot 
of 'he clcctH'.n petition meant for the respondent No. 1 
that in the verification the date 28-11-1999 has beep 
indicated as the date on which the verification has 
been signed. The said date has been corrected as 
2 ■ 11-1999 in <he verification appended to the origi¬ 
nal cicciion petition presented in court but has not 
been corrected in the copy of the election petitioni 
meant for the respondent No. 1. Such inadvertent 
m’sle.ke in 'he verification appended to the copy of 
the election petition served on the respondent No. 1 
does not amount to non-compliance with the provi- 
s'ens of seUion 81(1) of the RP Act, 1951. The 
contention of Mr. Dutta, learned counsel for the res- 
nondent No. 1 that the elcc am petition is liable to 
b: d'smisved under section 86 of the RP Act, 1951, 
for non-compliance with tlic provisions of section 
Fill) thus has no merit 

6 . Coming now to the queslion as to whether the 
election oelition is liable to be dismissed under sec¬ 
tion 86 of the RP Act, 1951, for non-compliarico 
wi'h the provisions of section 82 of the said Act, 
1951. the said section 82 requires that where the peti¬ 
tioner, in addition to claimlna declaration that the 
election of ihe returned candidate is void, claints a 
further declaration that he himself or any other 
candidate ha<; been dulv c’ccied, all the contesting 
candiefat.’-^ other than ti- are tobe'JoirtBfi’ 
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Hi icipuaacnts lu Uic ucluo..- (.ctiUon. in lli3 p:et.enl 
■'eicnauu pcLiuon, m auumuii lo h acciaiauun aiji me 

■ eic.iiUii yi Uic itipkjuutnt i\ij. i ji vUiU, a 
'' QL'CxaiHauu nab inal LUO pouuua\.i mtb 

been nuiy eieCiOQ. inus, nxiaeL bccuun az oi UjC KP 
Aei, Li/ji, OIL tuc couLObriiig cauoiUdLes omei utaa 
' tne peuuoner u xebpeci. ui lno. y le/pur I'di-nnaeii- 
laiy cocsaiuencj iioin vnicn me ieipunaeni >^nu. 1 
“Jias been uceit'ica eiociea bad. lo be joined as les- 
ponutULs lu me eiecuon pennon, /^ccoidnig lo ivlr. 
'Untia, leained coumei appearing lor ii>e lespoodcut 
No. 1 , an ADui Knayer wno was also a con esnng 
candidate trom the said Farnamentary ConsiiUency, 
has not been joined as a respondent to the eiecuon 
peuuou, and in his pijce one an Abdul K.ny« r has 
been joined as respondent No. 11. Along wi.h the 
eleciion pctitioj, a copy ol the Return of Election 
'in Form 21-li under rule h4 of the Conduct ot Elec¬ 
tions Rules, 1961, has been filed as Annexure-., and 
on a comparisen of the names of diftefent caiitioa es 
mentionca in ihe said Retui;n of Election with the 
names of the respondents ta the election petit, on, it 
appears that respondent Nos. 7 to 18 have been 
jomed as respendents to ihe election petition as they 
had'contested as candidates along with the pet tioner 
and the respondent No. 1 in the election for No. 9 
Tezpur Parhamentary Consti'mency held in Stptem- 
ber-October, 1999. Tlius, it is clear that the election 
petitioner had intended to implead Sri Abul JJiayer 
as respondent No. 11 to the election petition, but 
the name of Sii Abul Khayer has been wrongl} spelt 
as Sri Abdul IChyer. In NOROSINGH TRIF/,THY 
T. GURUBARU MAJHI & ORS., ILR (1981) 1 
eultack 39(43), the Orissa High Court has held 
that where the intention of the election petitioner 
certainly was to implead the respondent as a party to 
the election petition, the election petition canrot. be 
dismissed under section 86(1) of the RP Act, 1951, 
hierely on the ground of mistake, if any. in siielline 
ihe name of the respondent. I am, therefore, of the 
considered opiriion that 3ri Abul Khayer who had 
contested the aforesaid election has been sought to 
be impleaded as respondent No. 11 to the election 
petition and, therefore, the election petition cannot 
be dismissed under section 86(1) of the RF Act, 
1951, on the ground of non-complianc:e with the pro¬ 
visions of section 82 which lequires that all th'’ con¬ 
testing candidates o+her than the petitioner have to be 
joined as respondents to the election petition where 
a declaration is souvht that the petitioner o" any 
other contesting candidates has been duly elected. 

7. The last question which has to Ire decided is 
whether the election petition is liable to be dismiss¬ 
ed at the threshold under section 86 of the RP A'ct. 
1951, for non-compliance with the provisions of 
section 81(3) of the said Act, 1951. As indicated 
above, section 81(3) provides that every election 
petition shall be accompanied by as many copies 
thereof as there are respondents mentioned in the 
petition, and every such copy shall be attested by the 
petitioner under his own signature to be true copy 
of the petitioner. The case of the respondent No. 1 
is that copy of the affidavit accomoanving ffie eEcfion 
petition, in which the election of the respondent No 1 
has been challenged on the grout'd that the respondent 
No. 1. his agents or his neonle have adopted cormpt 
practice at the election, does not contain the affirma- 
or endorsements made by the Commissioner of 


Oath while the original eicedon petition contains the 
saiu eiiuoisciucnis or me yoiuuiissioiier or uam. 

8, In i>itv. hiliPRm Lumt..; v. elEVN fi LAE 

KmurW/u. (.supraj, P oCC 161, cued by 

iVif. uaUii, icakiicu counsel lor ine icsjx'UOwU;. iNo. 1, 
the aioresaid questiOn came up lor cousiuciaaon and 
K. Kamasw'umy, J. held ; 

■■.Verification by a Notary or any other pres- 

criCCQ aumority is a vual ac, wruen assures 
thai the election petiuoncr had amimcd 
beiore the iNotary etc. that ihe statemeut con¬ 
taining imputaiion of corrupt pracuce w as 
duly and solemnly verined lo be correct 
statement to the best of his knowledge or 
tmorination as specihcd in the clecdon peii- 
tiou and the aliidavit hied in support thereof; 
tliat reinforces the asseruons. Ihus a-ttrma- 
tion before the prescribed aulhori.y in the 
affidavit and the supply of its true copy 
should also contain such affirmation so that 
the returned candidate would not be misled 
in Ms understanding that imputation of 
corrupt practices was solemnly affirmed or 
duly verified befoi'^ the prescribed 
authority...” 

“....Sections 81, 83(1 )(c) and 86 read wi h 
Rule 94-A of the Rules and Form 25 are to 
be read conjointly as an integral scheme. 
When so read, if the court finds on an ob¬ 
jection, being raised by the returned candi¬ 
date, as to the maintainability of the elec¬ 
tion petition, the court is required to go into 
Ihe question and decide the preliminary ob¬ 
jection. In case the court does not uphold 
the same, the need to conduct trial would 
arise. If the court upholds the preliminary 
obiection, the ckclion petition would result 
in dismissal at the threshold, as the court is 
left with no option except to dismiss the 
same.” 

Bharucha J. and Paripoornan, J. agreed with the 
aforesaid judgment of K. Ramaswamy, J., but supple- 
meuied the judgment of K. Ramaswamy, J. with their 
own resjjective judgments. In the aforesaid judgment, 
therefore, the Supreme Court has held that the true 
copy of the affidavit supplied for the respondent under 
lection 81 of the RF' Act, 1951 should also contain 
the affirmation by the eleciion petitioner before the 
Nolaty or the prescribed authority and where the copy 
of the aliidavit of the election petition does not con¬ 
tain such affinnafion, the eleciion petition has lo be 
dismissed at the threshold, and the court has no option 
but to dismiss the same. 

9. The aforesaid decision in the case of 
DR. SHIPRA (Smt.) v. SHANTI LAL KHOIWAL 
ha's been followed by the Supreme Court in 
HARCHARAN SINGH JOSFI v. HARI KISHAN. 
(supra), (1997) 10 SCC 204, and it has been held 
therein: 

“It is not necessary for us to go in‘o the grounds 
on which the election petition was dismissed 
bv the High Court, Suffic.g, it to state that the 
objections raised by the respondent regarding 
non-supply of the me copy of the affidavit 
is a foinnidable objection which merits accep- 
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tance in view of the recent judgmem of ih.s 
Couit m impra fUr.) v. inaiiii j^at Ktroiwal 
inerem tJie copy oi trie antaavii. siippiiCu 
lo lire respoiiuciiL was not aiics.tu by 
^ tnc Uadi Commissioner. Ims Coaii, 

alter consideriag trie enure case-ia>w, bUct 
tnut atnrmauon Ueiore the picsciibed aumo- 
ruy in tlie atndavit and the supply oi ns hue 
copy IS mandatory sc that me returned 
candidate would not be nnsied in hts under¬ 
standing that imputaUoii of the corrupt prac¬ 
tices were solemnly atumied aiid diuy veii- 
lied before the prescribed authority. Por that 
puipose, Form 25 prescribed by Section 83 
requires verification before tlie prescribed 
auLhority. The concept of substantial com¬ 
pliance has no applicadc.i in each a case. It 
is seen tjiat the copy of the affidavit supplied 
^ of the respondent does not contain the affir¬ 

mation by the Oath Commissioner. Under 
these circumstances, the defect is not a 
curable defect. Therefore, the dismissal of 
the election petition on this ground is sus¬ 
tainable in law.” 

In die aforesaid decision in the case of fiARCHARAN 
SINGH V. HARI KISHAN, therefore, the Supreme 
Court held that where the copy of the affidavit supplied 
to the respondent did not contain the affirmation by 
the Oath Commissioner, the election petition was liable 
to to lie dismissed. 

10. In T. M. JACOB v. C. POULOSE, (supra), 
(19y8) 2 see 31, a Beach of three Judes of i.he Sup- 

^ reme Court held that ihe decision of the Supreme 
Court in DR. SHIPRA (Smt.) (supra) required con¬ 
sideration by a larger Bench to decide W'hether the said 
decis-ou would apply even to a case where the name 
and designation of the Notary and ffie Seal and Stamp 
of the Notary did not appear in the copy of the affi¬ 
davit supplied to the respondent. Thereafter, a larger 
Bench considered the same and held in iis jugdment 
reported in (1999) 4 SCC 293 that the judgment in 
the case of DR. SHIPRA (Smt.) v. SHANTi LAL 
KHOIWAL (supra) was confined to the facts of that 
case and had no application to the facts of the case 
in T. M. JACOB v. C. POULOSE. The larcer Bench 
in the case of T. M. JACOB v. C. POULOSE (1999) 
4 SCC 274, has not in anv way over-ruled the deci¬ 
sion in the case of DR. SHIF'RA (Smt.) v. SHANTI 
LAL KHOIWAL (Supra), (1996) 5 SCC 181. 

11. Thus, applying the aforesa.d decisions of the 
Supreme Court in DR. SHIFRA (Smt.) v. SHANTI 
LAL KHOIWAI and HARCHARAN SINGH JOSH 
V. HARI KISHAN (supra), the elscticn petition in the 
present case is liable to be dismissed at the threshold 
on the ground that the copy ot the 
affidavit supplied to the respou lem No. 1 
does not contain the affirmat'on by the 
petitioner before the Commission.;r of Oa‘h or the 
endorsement by the Commissioner of Oath, Mr. Das. 
learned counsel for the clechon peitinoner, liowever 
submitted that an affidaMt is only required where the 
main thrust in the election petition is on corrupt p’’ac- 
tices having been adopted by the returned candidate 
or his agents or his people as would be clear from the 
proviso to section 83(1) of the R.P Act. 1951, but 
in the present case the main thrust is not on such 
corrupt practices allegeed to hafve been adopted by 
flie respondcHt No. 1 his agents or his people but on 


1 c-uouniing of votes. 1 am unable to agree w th the 
^..uiuiasiuu auvancca oy ivrr. fJas. On a pert sal of 
me enme etecuon peiruon, it appears uiai, u.e mam 
iniusi oi me ciecaon peaaon is mat me lesponaent 
iio. 1 , ms agents onu his people have resorted lO booth 
c^ipLUiiiig auu riggmg m oinejient poUaig siauons and 
iiieieiorc iiave aopoied corrupt pracuces at me elec- 
i.on. tvioreover, ij appears trom the copy ot the Return 
or Lleciion in rorni 21-L unoer ruie b4 ot tnc Con- 
uiict ot Elections Rules, 1961 (Annejture-l to ihe elec¬ 
tion petition) that whde the election petitioier has 
potted 2,05,178 voles, ihe respoiioenc No. 1 lias polled 
z,o0,d84 votes, the diherence in the votes polled by 
the election petitioner and Liie lespondent No. 1 is 
therefore 25,706 votes. With such ditference in the 
number of vo.es polled by the petitioner and the res¬ 
pondent No. 1, no re-counting can be ordered unlesa 
corrupt practice by the respondent No. 1, hi; agents 
or his people as alleged in the eleciiou petition s estab- 
l.shed before the conn. The relief of re-counting is 
'.he ref ore fully dependent on the allegation of corrupt 
piactice by the respondent No. 1, his agents, or his 
p-ople in the election petition and the relie; of re¬ 
counting cajmot be considered independenti of Ihe 
■ aid allegation of corrupt practice in the election peti- 
ticii. The contention of Mr. Das that the main thrust 
of the election petition is on re-counfing and not on 
corrupt practice by the respondent No. 1 his agents 
or his people is mis-conceived. 

12. For the reasons stated above, Civil Misc. Case 
No. 28 of 2K is allowed, and the Elec'ion Petition 
No. 1 ol 1999 is dismissed under section 86(1) of the 
R? Act, 1951, for non-comoliancc with the provis’ons 
of sub-section (3) of section 81 of the said AU, 1951 
Considering the fret tha* the election petition las been 
dismissed at the threshold, I leave the parties to bear 
their respective- costs. 

Sd|- 

A. K. PATNATK, Judge 
fNo. 82'AS-HP|( 111999) 12000] 
By order 

K. J. RAO, Secy. 

23 2000 

18 5 .—irt: ^rnfPT ^nritTFr fr 

w t i9995r i28-Hm^ 

^ |TT ^TtJKtJT 

^ r ^i a i T-q q- t^ =?'5^T, 

IT <-*1 in “Fir a! ^ <^'1+ 

?Tfsrf^, 1951 ( 1951 ^ 43) ^ aflTT 10^ 

% ?TEfr?T ttmFr % ?rT^ ?t. ?r./99 aitb? 

7-8-200 0 STTT 

%1IT tPtTT ?r5£ft?T ^tTTtr iTIf 

fipTjflr 3Tk ftrtr nt?: !ri%5ff ffTTT imr 5r^%cT 
^ HTftsr?! if 

% ftPTT 44 T tTT, 
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2- 4^: TFar %. Tt. 4-si47^T ^ (HrtT 

4 rt % f fT ^^TTT |iT -(TTCi ^irnfEr 

^ ?§• rT47 ?T5ff SIT54 4ft t, sflx 

3. 4^; ?r^ 4T V44T4: 454% |q 3ft4 ^ 

m^T% % 4«4t 3fK 4^4114^0 % ?frUT4 44 

^44 34411 q4 f%^T4 4i44' % 44444 fn^t^T 

?TT4Vr ^ 5rf4t4f!4c4 v^f^fTiPT, 1951 

4ft an4T 11 §441 44(41 4lf4444 44 4414 ^4 fir, 

^4 ?rf4f444i' 44 4441 1OT % 44t4 T44 -sttiFft 

%. 4't. ^4n=;i 44 ?tT4tf4cl f^TitTl URt^a' 2 3 4.'4^, 
2000 % 5144 5ff%?l g441 ^ 4t I I 

4- 514 : V4, 511444 % 5fl%41 4. 7 6/4l4t-f4. 4. 
99, 4m^ 07-08-2000 4 4)4 4. 2 % 4414 it 

4fl 444 >srtF.cft %o 4t. =5FS44rl44 414 444 54^4 
^ 44^ 07-08-2000% 124 44l 44fll 44344 I 

[%. 7 6/sp^-f4. 4-/99] 

4144 % 

,^44^414 4l%4 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 23rd October, 2000 

O.N. 185.—Whereas, Sjnt. K. P. Chandrakala, 
Gummankolly village, Kushalnagar, Karnataka who 
contesting the General Eleciion to the Karnataka 
Legislative Asterably held in 1999 from 128-Sowar- 
pet Assembly Constituency was disqualified under 
Section lOA of the Representation of the People 
Act, 1951 (43 of 1951) vide its order No. 76|KT- 
LA|99, da cd 7-8-2000 for failure to lodge an ac¬ 
count of her election -expenses as required by the 
said Act and the rules and orders made thereunder; 
and 

2. Whereas, the said Smt. K. P. Chandrakala has 
submitted a petition before the Election Commission 
of India for . le removal of the said disqualification 
giving rea'ions thereunder ; and 

3. Whereas, after considering the said petition and 
on the basis of the facts and documents rela'ing to 
the case, the I'lection Commission, in exercise of the 
powders cenferr-.d by Section 11 of the Representation 
of the People ,\ct, 1951 has vide its order dated 23rd 
October, 2000 removed the disqualification imposed 
under Section lOA of the said Act, on the said 
Smt. K. P. Chandrakala. 

4. Now, theiefore. the name of the said Smt. K. P. 
Chandrakala. aDoearina at S! No. 2 in Commission’s 
order No. 76|KT-LAI99. dated 7-8-2000 si all be 
deemed to ha^e been omitted from the said order 
with effect from 7-8-2000. 

INo. 76[KT.LA|99] 
By Order, 
BABU RAM, Secy. 


5rT%3r 

44 f4444, 1 44*^, 20 00 

. A 

5rr.5r- ise-—44; 44 19994 132-454: (4-41.) 

^gT4 444 f44t44 %4 % 5rrrt4 4^4 %! f4ffT4 44T 
% f ff ^41441 f44f44 4 444 404 4?44T 

^ %f54544 ■’;npP44, 52:4T4r4e4t (44- ) f444T444 ('TlfH:) 

%f24 444, f444 %v4T4;, 5i43^3 4^4 %! 4T4 fffdrTrfff 
5rrfff444, 1951 ( 1951 44 43) %4 944 104 % 

5ra%T % 554%5r 4. 7 6/m-?4 fT.4- 9 9 41414 

07-09-2000 5444-444 5lfs4f444 4?jlT TTlff 
4ff f4444 srWtf^TT ipr 4K4r §441 441 44^44 514% 

S44f 411 4434 44f%4- 414% 4 45%% 

4ir4'il f%4f^ f%4T 444 4T, '414 

2- 441 444 4441^44 414441 % 444 f%4^ 

4% ^41% % fffff 4444 44^ ftl 4444 f44t44 511414 
% lF4g’ 4# 44^ 4ft|, 31l'4 

3- 44-: 444 5r5f? 44 14414 4144 Iff 3144 ffff 

444% % 4r4fFacl 31)4 4441441 % 41944 44, 

f%4l44 5TT4t4 % %t41 5rf4f4r9'c4 5rF9f%44, 1951 4% 

H444 1 1 ffm 44c4 5lf444T 44 4444 4144 |ff 1344 
?lf9f%4tr 4% 9441 10^ % 5fcft4 1344 «ft 41T^124JT 
4T4TJTT qr ?,T4%fq4 r4<t4f 4T4ttar 1-1 1-2000 % 

5I4f% % %ff ^ I I * 

4- 514: 44 1344 %T41^ 44*0411 44 444, 

41 5T14T4 % 4T%41 %. 76/5103 f4. 4-/99 414%^ 
07-09-2000 4414%. IT?: 4412:1, 4l4l<4 1-11-2009 
4 1344 511%?! 4 |2T {%41 441 4441 Iff44 I 

[4. 76/51014-14. 4./99] 

5T4%?1 %, 

44^ 414 4f44 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 1st November, 2000 

O.N. 186.—Whereas, Shri Koudapuram 
Ramamma, Putchalapalli(v), Siddavaram (Post), 

Kota Mandal, NeUore District, Andhra Pradesh, who 
contesting the General Election to the Andlira Pra¬ 
desh Legislative Assembly held in 1999 from 132- 
Gudur (SC) Assembly Constituency was disqualified 
under Section lOA of ihe Representation of the 
People Act, 1951 (43 of 1951) vide its order No. 
76jAP-LA|99, dated 7-9-2000 for failure to lodge an 
account of his election expenses as required by the 
said Act and the rules and orders made thereunder. 
and 

2, Whereas, the said Shri Kondapuram Ramamma, 
has submistted a petition before the Eleefion Commis¬ 
sion of India for the removal of the said disqualifica¬ 
tion giving reasrms thereunder ; and 

3. Whereats, after considering the said petition and 
on the basis of the facts and documents relating to 
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the case, the Election Commission, in exercise of the 
powers conferred by Secbon 11 of the Representation 
of the People Act, 1951 has vide its order dated 
I'l 1-2000 removed the disqualification imposed 
under Section 10 of the said AcC on the said Shri 
Kondapuram Ramamma, w.r.t,, from 1-11-2000 for 
the remaining period. 

4. Now, therefore, the name of the said Shri 
Kondapuram Ramamma, appearing at SI. No. 1, in 
Commission'.s order No. 76IAP-IAI99, dated 
7-9-2000, shall deem to have been omitted from the 
said order with effects from 1-11-2000. 

rrfo. 761AP-LAI991 
By Order, 
BABU RAM, Secy. 

ftTF^ft, 2 2000 

ari-ar. 18 7-10 4-'R5T5nft (w. •IT.) firsn»r tiitt 

^ Tmr % trrtnT^T 5r, sff 

'S'Kwft, 2000 t IWT 4T, ^ 

5r?ip!ff sfr nPTT ^5^ f^T irniT, trpr-imirT, 

^THlTT^Tqr, f^WT- ^ 

?rfsrf^ 1951 ^ srro i*^ % 

tcr^ iTFfPr % 7 2000 % 

f%. Tr.;2ooo IKT ^ % aflr 

iTb; fiprrft STcr frftr It %isrT 

n ?rfr=fi^ ^ 'peot ^ feri m, 

3fk iRT: TPTtt % ir^tr frrTi^T ^ 

% 1 ^ ?T«1R4^ f^^TT ?n; 

3^7; irt: 'd4d 511414'in TT ftpqiT 
irm% % TTlft fTK4PT fpiff SITR ^ 

?rT9TT, ?fNt 5rffrPTft?T trfafrir'T 1951 ^ 
ETTTT 11 CTtT srr^dqf 5r?m 41 ^:^ f ^=mrt 
srftrftpiiT am 1041 % iralH 7'Tmf, 2000 % 
5rFfPT ^ 311^51 5 m «ft TT XTSPTdf^ 

Pirt^T 2 ^4MT, 2000 % >RW<fr ?r^ar % 
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^Td' : ^ ^3^ «ft ?rmr 4rT irnT tTPfliT % 

7 2000 % Tl. 7G/^?ft?rT—f^". If./2000 

t % 2 2000% ^ f%4T iRT ffifSTT miTirT I 

[%. 76/^fwr—f%. fr./2ooo] 

%, 

4TfT:riT, 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 2nd November, 2000 

O.N. 187.—^Whereas, Siiri Ugresan Nayak, S|o 
Kunja Nayak, Vill. Nabaguba, P.O. Brilaskumpa, Dis¬ 
trict Kandhamal, Orissa, a contesting candidate at 
the General Election to the Orissa Legislative As¬ 
sembly from 104-Phulbani (SC) Ajsembly Consti¬ 
tuency held in February, 2000, was disqu^ified by 
the Election Commission of India vide its ordr No, 
7610R-LA|2000 dated 7th July, 2003 under section 
lOA of the Representation of the People Act, 1951 
for failure to lodge an account of his election ex¬ 
penses in the manner as required by the said Act and 
Rules made thereunder; 

And Whereas, Shri Ugresan Nayrk has made a 
rcpresentaition tor rciuo\'al of the said disqualifica¬ 
tion ; 

And whereas, on consideration of the said repre¬ 
sentation and after talcing into account all material 
facts of the case, the Election Commission, in exer¬ 
cise of the powers conferred by section 11 of the Re¬ 
presentation of the People Act, 1951, has removed 
the disqualification of Shri Ugresan Nayak imposed 
upon him by the Commission’s order dated 7tb July, 
2000 under section lOA of the said Act. for (he un- 
expired period with effect from 2nd November, 2000; 

Now, therefore, the name of the said Shri Ugresan 
Nayak shall be deemed to have l>eeii omittf^d from 
the Commission’s Order No. 7’6'OR-T.AI2000 dated 
7th day. 2000 with effect from 2nd N ^vember, 2000. 

INo ■^610R-LAI2000] 
By Order, 
BABU RAM, Secy. 


STTW 3ICT 2S, 2ooo/*tsnjpr>T 4 ,1922 


antw 

ff’f 7 ’T^Tt^T, 2 000 

5fT. ?r. 18 8 -—- 5frqpT 'if fPffaTff ^ hirr ^ ^ ^ ( 2 ) % f 

TUrarfft TUT ^ 4% fqSTTff fUTT % fTTSrmT Pl't tnd % m Terror ( 3 ) % I f^cfT^f ( 4 ) 

% frnT% farffffr^ ttvO tct^t srfMMsrrr TfgfnTfr, 1951 erqr crttp; ■ irr frrTqf jvxj 

?f%f5TT (34^- TTTWt % ?cmf ( 5) % TTT tffgpT ?rT% PT4?4H rq-qf ^FT if ITfntFf |; 

?ftT 444 if ffTqit fer 5ft ^iT JTffqURrr % qr (ft %Yf cfqqT 

q^ fqqr ^qr^ff%sm T^qrq'qf tt, qfq %tf^, fqqrr qiTT % q?qRT fqqtqq ?rp!3'q qq qg qqrqpr qqr | 

^ qq%'TTq ffTTWcTT % %tt qT?'Tr qtmr qr ^qi^ftFqcq q’ft 
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STT: 'pT^STO' 'i4ri 'PV yiTT 1 O-'hi ^ T^T^nTiT ?! ^ ( 4) f^rpTf^fi 

Tr^?r/'#®r TryJT-;H27t fr-jrT JT'Tr^rwr f^T 'rPcir? %.j*. 

I V o 

!fk r')^% Prti w 4ft cirftJr '4 cfFr 4^' 4ft 444i4fj % t>fT ht%t ^tfcTnr 4 : 2 :^ | 1 


HTTtJft 


4!. +'l Pl'i't.'JI 
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f44r4 44T f44t44-^ 

4ft4!4 4. ?Tt2 4T4 

f44t44 y f 1 4Tft 45-4 4f 

44 THT 412 441 

pT254r 44 4424 

1. 2. 

3. , 

4, 

5. 

f 

1. ■'ic'jfl TT^i4 2144141 

6—41^44 

^•fr 42124: »4R, 

pT4f44 '44t 44 ftf ft 

TT^4-^ % f4TT 


^-2 5 8, 4'4T 4:341 

fiar^lPilT 412 % f 44W 

4mr24 f44f44, 1998 


Pr^'t 1 

25 1 

2 —4^— 

—4^— 

41 ?rf42ft4, 

503/43, 4fl4T FrfHfT, 
TirpRi 442 , n^ffn 1 

—4ft— 

3 —#■— 

—4^— 

isfti-iiri 2114 444121, 

#-H, =4if'T414 4’t-, 

45 f^'ft 1 

—4ft— 

4, '—4^— 

51-444T f4^ 

ft fl24T4in4, 

*ft-7/l21, 4441 f451T 

f4^-53 

—4ft— 

5. —4^— 

—4^— 

ft 4t54 fn^, 

74 - 4 t, rt ft 12 4^24, 
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fe34t-93 

—4fr— 

a 

6 . —4^— 

—4^— 

4T 4t 2112 214?, 

41 - 4 / 28 , 4441 f45TT, 
f4Wt-5 3 

—4ft— 

7. —4^— 

5 7 —45144 4 

ft f43414 ?1444> 

42 34 2ft 215421 , 
n^niPt -i 2 , f4rifr i 

—45't— 
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ft 44if4:4-T12 4'2rr, 

4217 44 4ft, 4ft¥44, 
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fl 4-124 414144, 
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59—445ft4T24 
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[ 4 . 76/feE5ft-Pr. 4799 ( 9 )] 
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j]—g'?3(iii)] ’RTTff ^ =T5r«R: 25, 2ooo.'?T9frr£r<ir 4, i»22 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 7th November, 2000 

O.N. 188.—Whereas, the Election Commission of India is satisfied that the contesting candidates specified 
in column (4) of the table below at the General Electicm to the Legislative Assembly held from National Capital 
Territory of Delhi in November, 1998 as specified in column (2) and held from constituencies correspondingly 
specified in column (3) against their names have failed to lodge account of their election expenses, as shown in 
column (5) of the table, as required by the Representation of the People Act, 1951 atid the Rules made the reunder; 

And whereas, the said candidates have either not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure 
even after due notice of the Election Commission of India, after considering the representation made by them, if 
any, the Election Commission of India is astisfied that they have no good reason or justification for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section lOA of the said Act, the Election Commission of India hereby declares 
the persons specified in column (4) of the table below to be disqualified for being chosen as, and for being, a 
member of either House of Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State/Union 
Territory for a period of three years from the date of this order. 

TABLE 


SI. 

No. 

Particulars of the 
election 

Particulars of the 
assembly constituency 

Name & Address of the 

conteslani 

Reason for 
disqualification 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 . 

General Election to the 
Legislative Assembly for 
NCT of Delhi, 1998. 

6 —Okhla 

Sh. Ashraf Khan, 

D-258, Abul Fajal Enclave, 
Okhla. 

Failed to lodge any 
account of election 
expenses. 

2 . 

—do— 

—do— 

Sh. Amiruddin, 

503/43. Madina Maszid, 

Zakir Nagar. 

Delhi. 

—do— 

3. 

—do— 

—do— 

Sh. Pyare Lai Vedwal, 

J.-61, Sriniwas Purj, 

New Delhi. 

—do— 

4. 

—do— 

51—Yamuna Vihar 

Sh. Dwarka Prasad, 

C-7/121, Yamuna Vihar, 
Delhi—53. 

—do— 

5. 

—do— 

—do— 

Sh. Mohan Singh, 

74-C, DDA Flats, 

F-Block, Nand Nagri, 

Delhi—93. 

—do— 

6 . 

—do— 

—do— 

Dr. P. R. Sharma 

C-4/28, YamnnaVihar, 

Delhi—53. 

—do— 

7. 

—do— 

57—Paharganj 

Sh. Iqbal Ahmed, 

4234. Gali Shahtara, 

Ajmeri Gate, 

Delhi. 

—do— 

8 . 

—do— 

—do— 

Sh. Ashok Kumar Gupta, 

4217. Tel Mandi, 

Paharganj, 

New Delhi—6. 

—do— 


3099 GI/2000—2 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

9. 

Gen. Election te the 

57—Paharganj 

Sh. Nccraj Kanagat. 

Failed to lodge 


Legislative Assembly, 


3/71. Punjabi Bagh, 

any account of 


NCT of Delhi. 1998 


New Delhi. 

election expenses 

10. 

—do— 

59—Ballimaran 

Sh. Shiv Prakash Vashishth. 
6629, Maharishi Vashishth 
Ashram, 

Ahata Kidara, 

—do— 


_j. 


Delhi. 


11. 

—do— 

—d«— 

Sh. Laxmi Narain. 

230, Gali Kaudle Kasan. 

—do— 



: 

Fatehpuri, 



t: 


Delhi. 



[ No. 76/DL-LA/99 (9) ] 
By Order 
K. R. PRASAD. Secy. 


2000 
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^r rr^ 1 1 
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sqfq-dq'r qrt % f^^fr ^ % rt ^ ^ fq'srrq' jt«tt fernr qf^ % rr^T^r 

jfiH <, ^^ ?rT^qr q?!' rrrrt^ % TiMi^ry n?iq Pi<l^d mPici ^:— 

rrPTJfr 


r ,v 

Pt^hh 

S^Tt 4''. ^nr^TT 



T.^1. Pi4Mn qrrPtqc'j| 

Id'lH'i 414 

TT dTB TbC 'Tqr 

PeTT TrTTTJT 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1. TT 

16-^TTr^(?r.3rr.) 

PtWTTqTR fqTR- 

Pr-qi^o srrifr qn- qfTf ^ 

TrarOTPrqtqpT, 2000 


TT^T ^RFT 

%)3T qipj-q T74 R stRTR 




^ 1 

2- -q^V 

1 7 —Hintin 

' ?ETr4i4 Pi4H4i qm 



^%T RT# M+nf itPtrt 
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[ 'ht’t ;•: (i''")] 


1 2 

3 

4 

5 

3 'T4TT Tr 

2 a-RPPT 

>5ftJTTTT 

fRRfRR 53TRf ^ 




Tif Rt s=raT ttPtr 

2000 


4 liih fi-'-nH 
tTJTTR 

<4lSt.K, frflil'Tr 

RTTR R RRRPT RS 1 

1 

1 


# ^PITPT 

yPl 

-RFJ- 

5 . -3r?T- 


dr . 'ft. ^'T . RftTRT 


(S —^T— 


RsTSTTR =T^CIW?'TT, 

-r^r- 

7. -T?T- 

-TTl- 

Hdttl'lHIRT SfSTlf+H 
tn rPtT V- 


8 


'ft.dT, RT. 

-Rdt- 

9 -T?T- 


RIRR«TTR 

RTRT^R, TiRvr?T, RfjRT 

-RRT- 


['T 7 6/4rf'rT'3^-f;r,^ / 2000 ] 

?rr^ 

%. mr. wr?, 

ORDER. 

New Delhi, the 7th November, 200G 

O. N. 189 .—Whereas, the Election CommissioQ is thus satisfied that caeh of the contesting candi¬ 
date specified in column (4) ofthe Tabic below at the election specified in column (2) held from the constituency 
specified in column (3) against his name h,i.-> failed to lodge an account of his election expenses as required by the 
Representation of the People Act. 1951 and Rules and Orders made thereunder as shown in column (5) of the said 
Table ; and 

Whereas, the said candidates have not furnished any reason or explanation for said failure even after due notice 
and the Election Commission is thus satisfied that they have no good reason or justification for the said failure. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section 10 A of the Representation of the People Act. 1951. th* Election 
Commission hereby declares the said presons specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disqualified for 
being chosen as. and for being a member of cither House of the Parliament or of tiie Legislative Assembly or 
Lesislative Council of a State for a period of three years from the date of this order. 


538 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA ; NOVEMBER 25, 20(X)/AGRAHAYANA 4, 1922 [Part II— Sec. 3(iii)] 

TABLE 


SI. 

No 

Particulars of 
. elections 

No. & Name of A. C. 

Name & Address of contesting 
candidate 

Reason for 
disqualification 

1 


3 

4 

5 

1 

Gen. Election to 
Leg. Assembly. 2000 

16-Sekmai (SC) 

Ningthoujam Biren, 

Phayenng Kharaiig, 

Manipur 

Failed to lodge 
any account of 
election expenses. 

2 

-do- 

17-Lamsang 

Anoubam Chidananda Sharma. 
Luker Mayai Leikai, 

Manipur 

—do— 

3 

-do- 

23-Mayang Tmphal 

Khomdram Angangjao Singh. 
Mayang Jmphal 

Heingum Yangbi 

Laikai, Manipur 

-do- 

4 

-da- 

53-Tamenglong (ST) 

G. Phenrong, 

Khongjaron 

Khunthak, Manipur 

-do- 

5 

-do- 

57-Henglep (ST) 

Chunglal Gangte. 

Gelmon Khunou 

BPO Moirang. 

Manipur 

-do- 

6 

-io- 

-do- 

Hejang Haokip, K. 

Salbung, 

Churachandpur, 

Manipur 

-do- 

7 

-d«- 

-do- 

Letkhopao. Haokip 

Veng, Jmphal, 

Manipur 

-do- 

S 

-do- 

-do- 

Thenkhohao. 

Lhanjang Village, 

BPO ; Tuilaphai. 

Churachandpur. 

Manipur 

-do- 

9 

-do- 

-d«- 

Thongkholun, Old 

Lambulane, Imphal, 

Manipur 

-do- 


[No. 76/MR-LA/2000] 
By Order, 
K. R. PRASAD, Secy. 
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